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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In an amendment dated, 7/1 7/06, the Applicant amended claims 1,4,7,11,12, 
15 and 16, and traversed the rejections of claims 1-16. Currently claims 1-16 are 
pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. On page 6 of the remarks, the Applicant requests that the previous objections to 
claims 4, 7,1 1,12,15 and 16 be withdrawn in light of the amendments to these claims. 
As the claims are now seen as in correct grammatical form, the previous objection is 
withdrawn. 

3. On page 7 of the remarks, the Applicant argues that Hunka does not disclose a 
light guide disposed at a sidewall of the case to introduce external lights into the case, a 
portion of the light guide being exposed to an outside of the case. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated previously the light guide of 
Hunka, 12 and 14 in fig. 1 , are seen as being disposed at a sidewall of the case, 1 1 and 
1 1 0 for instance in fig. 1 . As to the newly added limitation that a portion of the light 
guide being exposed to an outside of the case, Hunka is seen as anticipating this 
limitation as well. 

As currently written, claim 1 merely requires that the light guide be exposed to an 
outside of the case. Simply there is no requirement that a portion of the light guide be 
physically located exterior to the case. From figure 1 of Hunka it is clear that the light 
guide is allowed to be exposed to light that enters the case from outside. As such, a 
portion of the light guide of Hunka is exposed to an outside of the case, thereby 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/691 ,272 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2629 

satisfying the limitations of the current claim. Additional explanation follows in the 
rejection of claim 1 below. 

4. On pages 8-9 of the remarks, the Applicant argues that due to the dependence of 
claims 2-8 on claim 1, they are allowable for at least the reasons discussed in the 
traversal of the rejection of claim 1. As shown above, Hunka fulfills all the limitations of 
claim 1 , as such the subsequent rejections of claims 2-6 are also seen as proper. 

5. On page 10, the Applicant argues that disagrees that Perret discloses an upper 
transparent plate attached to a top of the optical wave-guide. 

The Applicant's first and third points specifically argues that the element of Perret 
cited as an upper transparent plate, 49 in figure 1, cannot be considered transparent. 
As evidence to this argument, the Applicant points to the inclusion of a black opaque 
mask on top of the light guide, and the addition of an element pattern to the transparent 
plate. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It seems clear from figure 1 of Perret that 
the upper plate, 49, is transparent, due to the transmitted light rays shown. 
Furthermore, the inclusion of an element pattern is disclosed by the Applicant in the 
specification. Page 1 1 , lines 13-19 discusses the inclusion of regular patterns 
arranged on the upper transparent plate. As such the upper transparent plate of Perret 
is seen as equivalent to the Applicant's upper transparent plate, and as clearly 
disclosing an upper transparent plate as required in claims 9 and 13. 

The Applicant further argues that the cited plate of Perret cannot be considered a 
"plate" or "attached to a top of a optical wave guide." The Applicant does not present 
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any evidence to the contrary, other than the simple allegation that the element of Perret 
cannot be considered a plate not attached to a top of the waveguide. It seems clear to 
the Examiner that a transparent plate (be it 49 or 56, as shown in fig. 1) is attached to 
the top of the light guide 14. The Applicant is specifically pointed to the clearly 
additional crosshatched plate placed on to the light guide 14. 

6. On page 1 1 , the Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine the two 
devices of Lyon and Perret. 

The Examiner, once again disagrees. It is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art that a digitizer tablet involves the use of a cursor device to "digitize" the drawings, 
prints, etc. In short, a digitizer tablet is a cursor control device. Perret has simply 
chosen to optimize the illumination apparatus system of a digitizer tablet. Furthermore, 
as stated previously, the motivation for replacing the illumination apparatus of Lyon is to 
achieve a more uniform illumination across the panel (Perret, Jr.; col. 1, lines 7-11). 
Therefore there is proper motivation for the combination of Perret and Lyon and the 
rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Hunka (US 
4,114,034). 
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With respect to claim 1, Hunka discloses, an optical cursor control device (fig. 
1) having worktable (30 in fig. 3) and an optical mouse moved on the worktable by an 
operator, the optical mouse comprising: 

a case (110, 10, 11 in fig. 1); 

a light guide (12, 14 in fig. 1) disposed at a sidewall of the case (in this instance 
the sidewall can be seen as 11 and 110 in fig. 1, as shown in fig. 1 the mirror is located 
at the sidewall) to introduce external lights (15 in fig. 1 and 31 in fig. 3) into the case, a 
portion of the light guide being exposed to an outside of the case (if the light guide were 
not exposed to the outside of the case, the exterior light would not be allowed to interact 
with the light guide; this is analogous to the film of a camera being exposed to the 
outside of the camera, when the shutter is opened); 

an optical sensor (16 in fig. 1) disposed in the case to detect output lights of the 
light guide; and 

a printed circuit board (21 in fig. 2) with electronic parts processing an output 
signal of the optical sensor to generate an output signal that corresponds to a position 
of the case (corrected x, y coordinates). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hunka (US 4,1 14,034) in view of Son (US 6,741,234). 

With respect to claim 2, Hunka discloses, the optical cursor control device 
according to claim 1 (see above). 

Hunka does not expressly disclose, wherein the light guide is a prism. 

Son discloses, an optical mouse wherein a light guide is a prism (prism in fig. 9). 

Son and Hunka are analogous art because they are both from the same field of 
endeavor namely, optical cursor control members. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to replace the beam 
splitter (12 in fig. 1) of Hunka with the total reflection prism taught by Son. 

The motivation for doing so would have been a more precisely reflected and 
concentrated beam. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Hunka with Son for the benefit 
of a more precise cursor control device as specified in claim 2. 

With respect to claim 3, Hunka and Son disclose, the optical cursor control 
device according to claim 2 (see above). 

Son further discloses, wherein the prism has a first area that accepts lights 
reflecting from a surface of the worktable adjacent to the case (see incoming rays into 
the prism through convex bulge in fig. 9) and a second area that introduces lights 
passing through the fist area into the optical sensor (exiting lights out of light receiving 
lens in fig. 9; also note col. 4, lines 5-7 which discloses forming all the lenses together). 
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With respect to claim 4, Hunka and Son disclose, the optical cursor control 
device according to claim 3 (see above). 

Son further discloses, wherein the prism further comprises light concentrators 
disposed at the first and second areas, and the light concentrators increase light 
intensities passing through the light concentrators (note the two lenses included in the 
prism, light receiving lens and the convex lens initially integral to the prism in fig. 9; also 
see col. 4, lines 5-7 which discloses, all the lenses and prisms being integral to one 
another). 

With respect to claim 5, Hunka and Son disclose, the optical cursor control 
deice according to claim 4 (see above), wherein the light concentrators are convex 
lenses (clear from fig. 9). 

With respect to claim 6, Hunka discloses, the optical cursor control device 
according to claim 1 (see above). 

Hunka does not expressly disclose, a button and switch module in the cursor 
control device. 

Son discloses, a switch module (22 in fig. 7) mounted on the printed circuit board 
(23 in fig. 7); and 

a button (21 in fig. 7) disposed on a top of the case to turn on or off the switch 
module. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to include a button and 
switch module, as taught by Son, in the cursor control device of Hunka. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been for the convenience of the user 
also to provide the user more functionality in the cursor control device. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Son with Hunka for the benefit 
of additional functionality to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 
1 1 . Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hunka (US 4,114,034) in view of Seo (US 5,992,749). 

With respect to claim 7, Hunka discloses, the optical cursor control device 
according to claim 1 (see above). 

Hunka discloses, including a viewing opening in the housing (col. 2, lines 37-42). 

Hunka does not expressly disclose, irradiating external light onto the worktable. 

Seo discloses, wherein the light guide has a light concentrating surface (20 in fig. 
1) that accepts external lights of the case and an illuminating surface (40 in fig. 1) 
irradiating lights penetrating the light concentrating surface onto the surface of the 
worktable through an opening (30 in fig. 1) formed in a lower panel of the case, the 
illuminating surface having an area smaller than that of the light concentrating surface 
and the optical sensor detecting lights reflected from the surface of the worktable (col. 3, 
line 66 -col. 4, line 10). 

Seo and Hunka are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely, optical readers. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the opening and half-silvered mirror of Seo in the cursor control device 
of Hunka. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to visually confirm 
the area being moved over with the device (Seo, col. 4, lines 16-17). Allowing easier 
use of the device. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Seo with Hunka for the benefit 
of ease of use, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 

With respect to claim 8, Seo and Hunka disclose, the optical cursor control 
device according to claim 7 (see above). 

Hunka further discloses, a light emitting device installed in the case, wherein the 
light emitting device is automatically turned on and lights from the light emitting device 
are irradiated onto the surface of the worktable through the opening (col. 1 , lines 35-37). 
12. Claims 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lyon (US 4,521,772) in view of Perret, Jr. et al. (US 5,736,686). 

With respect to claim 9, Lyon discloses, an optical cursor control device having 
a light concentrating pad (21 and 22 in fig. 2) and an optical mouse (fig. 22) moved on 
the light concentrating pad by an operator. 

Lyon does not explicitly disclose the components of the light concentrating pad. 

Perret, Jr. discloses, a light concentrating pad comprising: 

a light concentrating plate (52 in fig. 1; col. 5, lines 12-14 discloses that the edge 
is coated with aluminized mylar thus creating a light concentrating plate (note the rays 
around 48 in fig. 1)); 

an optical wave guide for passing light reflected from the light concentrating plate 
(14 in fig. 1); 
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a lower reflecting plate (15 in fig. 1; col. 3, line 63) attached to a bottom of the 
optical wave guide; and 

an upper transparent plate (49 in fig. 1) attached to a top of the optical wave 
guide for passing the light reflected from the lower reflecting plate. 

Perret, Jr. and Lyon are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely, backlit cursor control devices. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to replace the backlit 
worktable of Lyon with the light panel of Perret, Jr. 

The motivation for doing so would have been, a more uniform illumination across 
the panel (Perret, Jr.; col. 1, lines 7-11). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Lyon with Perret, Jr. for the 
benefit of uniform illumination to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

With respect to claim 10, Lyon and Perret, Jr. disclose, the optical cursor 
control device according to claim 9 (see above). 

Perret, Jr. further discloses, wherein the upper transparent plate includes regular 
patterns drawn on a surface thereof (col. 4, lines 42-46). 

With respect to claim 11, Lyon and Perret, Jr. disclose, the optical cursor 
control device according to claim 9 (see above). 

Lyon further discloses, an optical mouse comprising; 

a case (108 in fig. 22) including a lower panel, the lower panel having an opening 
(clear from fig. 22); 
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an optical sensor (120 in fig. 22) mounted inside the case for sensing reflected 
light introduced into the case through the opening (fig. 22); and 

a printed circuit board (110 and 1 12 in fig. 22) for processing a signal outputted 
from the optical sensor to generate an output signal that corresponds to a position of the 
case. 

With respect to claim 12, Lyon and Perret, Jr. disclose, the optical cursor 

control device according to claim 11 (see above). 

Lyon further discloses, wherein the optical mouse further comprises: 

a switch module disposed on the printed circuit board (114, 115 in fig. 22); and 

a button disposed at the top surface of the case to turn on or off the switch 

module (116 in fig. 22). 

With respect to claims 13-16, the only differing limitation in claim 13 and its 

dependents from claims 9-12, is the inclusion of a light source instead of a light 

concentrating plate in the independent claim. Perret, Jr. clearly discloses a light source 

(16 in fig. 1) in the light pad. 

Therefore claim 13 and its dependents are rejected on the same merits as shown 

above in claims 9-12. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Hines (US 6,344,846) discloses, a wireless mouse with external 
light guides. 
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14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Will Boddie whose telephone number is (571) 272-0666. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:30 - 4:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amr Awad can be reached on (571) 272-7764. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 




